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1. 

1. Claims 1-31 are pending in this application. 

2. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

3. Claims 1-10,20, 24, and 27-31are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Nakashima et al. (US 6,470,385), hereinafter "Nakashima" in view of Keeble 
et al. (US 6,128,753), hereinafter "Keeble". 

4. As per claim 1 , Nakashima teaches a method of performing an audit of a network, said 
method comprising the steps of: querying of devices in said network for device configuration 
information, wherein said plurality of devices comprise at least one node which is specified by 
said configuration information (e.g. col. 1, lines 42-55); based on a response from said plurality 
of devices to said queries of said step a), issuing a plurality of queries to retrieve status 
information from a plurality of nodes in said network (e.g. col. 1, lines 42-55); analyzing the 
responses to said status queries to create network audit information (e.g. col. 1, lines 45-50); 
and reporting said network audit information (e.g. Figure 9). Nakashima, in addition, discloses 
analyzing the response to said status queries according to a set of rules (abstract, lines 15-17). 

5. Nakashima does not disclose ranking of nodes of the plurality of devices in analyzing the 
responses. Keeble, on the other hand, discloses ranking of nodes of the plurality of devices in 
analyzing the responses (abstract, col. 2, lines 45-59; and col. 10, lines 49-61). It would have 
been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the teachings of 
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Nikashima and Keeble because Keeble's node ranking would enhance auditing certain 
operational qualities of the nodes and make it simpler to identify the ones having worst 
operational quality and therefore in need for investigation (see, for example, Keeble, abstract) 

6. As per claim 20, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

7. As per claim 24, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

8. As per claim 2, Nakashima teaches including advice based on said analysis in said 
network audit information (e.g. col. 5, lines 20-25). 

9. As per claim 3, Nakashima teaches transferring said network audit information to a user 
(e.g. Figure 1). 

10. As per claim 4, Nakashima teaches presenting said network audit information in a table 
selected the group consisting of: hardware summary, fault management, performance analysis, 
configuration management, and capacity planning (e.g. col. 6, lines 49-60). 

11. As per claim 5, Nakashima teaches the method wherein said step b) comprises 
repeating a query to retrieve status information from a first node of a first device of said plurality 
of devices at a pre-determined interval (e.g. col. 1, lines 42-55). 

12. As per claim 6, Nakashima teaches the method wherein: said step c) comprises 
determining that a condition exists at a first node of a first device of said plurality of devices that 
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requires corrective action (e.g. col. 8, lines 60-67 and col. 9, lines 1-16); and reporting said 
condition (e.g. col. 8, lines 60-67 and col. 9, lines 1-16). 

13. As per claim 7, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

14. As per claim 8, Keeble discloses ranking said nodes by severity of defects (abstract, col. 
2, lines 45-59; and col. 10, lines 49-61); and including said ranking in said network audit 
information (abstract, col. 2, lines 45-59; and col. 10, lines 49-61). 

15. As per claim 9, Nakashima teaches the method further comprising the steps of: storing 
network audit information for a first node of a first device of said plurality of devices on a 
computer readable medium (e.g. col. 8, lines 29-50); and automatically accessing and 
transferring said network audit information for said first node in response to a request for 
additional information regarding said first node (e.g. col. 8, lines 29-50). 

16. As per claim 10, Nakashima teaches the method further comprising the step of: 
determining the types of devices in said network, wherein said network comprises a plurality of 
types of devices (e.g. col. 1, lines 42-55). 

17. As per claims 27-31 , Nakashima teaches presenting said network audit information in a 
table selected the group consisting of: hardware summary, fault management, performance 
analysis, configuration management, and capacity planning (e.g. col. 6, lines 49-60). Keeble, on 
the other hand, discloses ranking of nodes of the plurality of devices in analyzing the responses 
(abstract, col. 2, lines 45-59; and col. 10, lines 49-61). ). It would have been obvioUs to one 
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skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the teachings of Nikashima and Keeble 
and use Keeble's concept of ranking the nodes for the plurality of categories in the table in order 
to enhance the monitoring functionality of the system and identifying the nodes having worst 
operational quality in each category and therefore in need for investigation (see, for example, 
Keeble, abstract) 

18. Claims 1 1, 21 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakashima in view Keeble and further in view of Topff et al. (US 6,026,500), hereinafter Topff. 

19. As per claim 1 1 , Nakashima does not specifically teach basing a query to a device on 
said device type. Topff, on the other hand, teaches basing a query to a device on said device 
type (e.g. col. 3, lines 36-45). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to combine Nakashima, Keeble, and Topff. The motivation would 
have been to provide for managing different devices in a network. 

20. As per claim 21 , it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

21 . As per claim 25, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

22. Claims 12,14,15, 17-19 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Nakashima in view of Keeble, and further in view of Bavant et al.( US 
6,529,473), hereinafter "Bavant". 
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23. As per claim 12, the claim is rejected for similar reasons as claim 1 above. However, 
Nakashima and Keeble do not specifically teach determining the nodes that each of said 
plurality of optical routing devices comprises and determining for each said node its type, 
wherein said optical routing devices are operable to provide an interface between data 
transferred on an optical communication link and a communication link which is not optical. 
Bavant, on the other hand, teaches determining the nodes that each of said plurality optical 
routing devices comprises and determining for each said node its type, wherein said optical 
routing devices are operable to provide an interface between data transferred on an optical 
communication link and a communication link which is not optical (e.g. col. 1, lines 15-22). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine Nakashima, Keeble and Bavant. The motivation would have been to provide for 
monitoring of an optical node. 

24. As per claim 14, Nakashima teaches including advice based on said analysis in said 
network audit information (e.g. col. 5, lines 20-25). 

25. As per claim 26, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

26. As per claim 15, Nakashima teaches repeating a query to retrieve status information 
from a first node of a first device of said plurality of devices at a pre-deterrnined interval (e.g. 
col. 1, lines 42-55). 



27. 



As per claim 17, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 
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28. As per claim 18, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

29. As per claim 19, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

30. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nakashima in 
view of Keeble and Bavant and further in view of Topff. 

31. As per claim 13, Nakashima, Keeble, and Bavant do not specifically teach determining if 
a critical condition exists in said network by applying pre-determined rules to said status 
queries, wherein said rules are based on the node type. Topff, on the other hand, teaches 
determining if a critical condition exists in said network by applying pre-determined rules to said 
status queries, wherein said rules are based on the node type (e.g. col. 2, lines 31-42). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine Nakashima, Keeble, Bavant and Topff. The motivation would have been to provide for 
a way to flag critical conditions in an optical network. 

32. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nakashima in 
view of Keeble and Bavant and further in view of Ouellet et al. (US 6,584,535), hereinafter 
"Ouellet". 

33. As per claim 16, Nakashima in combination with Keeble, and Bavant do not specifically 
teach selecting node types from the group consisting of: Dynamic Packet Transport (DPT), 
Packet Over Synchronous (POS), and Optical Regenerators. Ouellet, on the other hand, 
teaches selecting node types from the group consisting of: Dynamic Packet Transport (DPT), 
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Packet Over Synchronous (POS), and Optical Regenerators (e.g. col. 2, lines 12-25). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine Nakashima, Keeble, Bavant and Ouellet. The motivation would have been to provide 
for a packet transport system. 

34. Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nakashima in 
view of Keeble, and further in view of Schlosser et al. (US 5,968,122), hereinafter "Schlosser". 

35. As per claim 22, Nakashima and Keeble do not specifically teach reporting that a critical 
condition exists at a first active node, and reporting that a warning condition exists at a second 
active node. Schlosser, on the other hand, teaches that a critical condition exists at a first active 
node(e.g. col. 6, lines 58-67) ; and reporting that a warning condition exists at a second active 
node (e.g. col. 6, lines 58-67). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skills in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine Nakashima, Keeble, and Schlosser. The motivation 
would have been to provide for an alert system. 

36. Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nakashima in 
view of Keeble, and further in view of "Official Notice". 

37. As per claim 23, Nakashima and Keeble do not specifically teach reporting a trend of 
network data over time." Official Notice" is taken that both the concept and the advantages of 
reporting network data over time is well known and expected in that art. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to display the data 
over time. The graph would provide for an easier way of monitoring network performance. 
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38. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-26 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

39. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant 
is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

40. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Nabil M El-Hady whose telephone number is (571) 272-3963. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 9:00 - 4:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on (571) 272-3964. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



February 5, 2005 




